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DETAILED ACTION 
Continued Examination Under 37 CFR 1.114 

1 . A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1 .1 14, including the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this 
application is eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, and the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1 .17(e) has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action 
has been withdrawn pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .1 14. Applicant's submission filed on 31 
March 2004 has been entered. 

2. This Action is in response to the communication received on 31 March 2004. 

3. Claims 88-104 are presented for examination. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art 
are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to 
a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be 
negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

5. Claims 88-99, 104 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Crawford patent no. (US 5,771,354) in view of Attanasio et al. patent no. (US 
5,668,943). 

6. As to claim 88, Crawford, Internet On-line Backup Remote Storage For 
Customers Using IDs And Passwords Which Were Interactively Established When 
Signing Up For Backup Services, teaches the invention substantially as claimed, 
including in a computer system having a plurality of computers (Fig. 5, items 104, 160, 
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50a, 50b) connected to each other and a plurality of shared disks (Fig. 5, virtual disks, 
items 64BD-64BF; 164A-164C; 1361-1 36K; 1 36(1 )-1 36(3); 136(4)-136(6)), each of said 
plurality of shared disks being coupled to one of said plurality of computers (Fig. 5, item 
64BD to computer 160; item 164A to the customer computer 50b), each of said plurality 
of computers comprising: 

a processor (Fig. 3, customer processor, item 52) for issuing a disk request to 
said plurality of shared disks (Fig. 5, items 116a, 116b; 1 361-1 36K) for requesting 
access to one of said shared disks (one of virtual disks D:,E:, F:, I:, J:, K:)\ and 

However, Crawford does not explicitly disclose a disk request processing section, 
separate from said processor, for processing said disk request issued to said plurality of 
shared disks, wherein said disk request processing section processes said disk request 
to determine whether said disk request requests access to a shared disk connected to 
said computer or requests access to a shared disk connected to another computer and 
sends said disk request to the shared disk connected to said computer if said disk 
request requests access to the shared disk connected to said computer, and sends said 
disk request to another computer to access a shared disk connected to said another 
computer if said request requests access to the shared disk connected to said another 
computer. Thus, the artisan would have been motivated to look to the related 
internetworking art for potential methods and apparatus for implementing for processing 
said disk request issued to said plurality of shared disks, wherein said disk request 
processing section processes said disk request to determine whether said disk request 
requests access to a shared disk connected to said computer or requests access to a 
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shared disk connected to another computer and sends said disk request to the shared 
disk connected to said computer if said disk request requests access to the shared disk 
connected to said computer, and sends said disk request to another computer to access 
a shared disk connected to said another computer if said request requests access to the 
shared disk connected to said another computer. 

In the same field of endeavor, Attanasio discloses (e.g. accessing shared disks 
on computer network), the proxy logic stored in the memory on each of the nodes 
(Attanasio. col. 6. line 8) and applications running on any node can issue I/O requests 
for any disk, as if all disks were attached locally. The logic for handling a request at the 
node of origin is shown in FIG. 3. When the request is issued (block 700). the 
aforementioned map. 250-K-B. is checked to determine which has the primary tail 
(block 710). If the node of origin is also the server node (i.e.. holds the primary tail), the 
request is sen/iced locally (block 715). If the server node is different from the node of 
origin, a reguest descriptor is sent to the server node (block 720). If the reouest is a 
write reguest (determined in block 730). the data to be written is also sent to the server 
(block 740) (Attanasio. col. 3. line 59 - col. 4. line 8) . Attanasio also discloses that each 
node of the clustered computing system is provided with proxy logic for handling 
physical disk access requests from applications executing on the node and for directing 
the disk access requests to an appropriate server to which the disk is physically 
attached. The proxy logic on each node maintains state information for all pending 
requests originating from that node (Attanasio, col. 2, lines 14-24; col. 4, lines 21-34). 
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Accordingly, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
internetworking art at the time the invention was made to have incorporated Crawford's 
teachings of accessing virtual shared disks in compute network (see Crawford, Abstract, 
Figs. 5; col. 22 line 51 - col. 23, line 67) with the teachings of Attanasio, for the purpose 
of enabling high availability and achieving load balancing between the remaining tails 
(Attanasio, col. 2, lines 1-3; col. 4, lines 40-52). 

7. As to claim 89, Crawford-Attanasio discloses wherein said disk request 
processing section further comprises: a memory (Crawford, Fig. 3, item 66; Attanasio, 
Fig. 1, item 200-1) for storing structural definition information which describes a 
structure of said computer system (Crawford, Figs. 16A-16C)\ and a disk request 
judging section forjudging which shared disk is requested by said disk request 
according to said structural definition information (Crawford, Fig. 7, item 314). 

8. As to claim 90, Crawford-Attanasio discloses wherein said disk request 
processing section further comprises: a disk request acceptance section for checking 
whether the sender of said disk request has access right to a shared disk to which 
access is requested according to said structure definition information, wherein said 
structure definition information includes a password to allow access to said disk to 
which access is requested (Crawford, Fig. 13, item 520; Fig, 16A, item 602). 

9. As to claim 91 , Crawford-Attanasio discloses wherein said structural definition 
information includes information indicating a correspondence between each of said 
plurality of shared disks and a plurality of identifiers (Crawford, Fig. 5, item 64BD in 
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computer 160 correspondent to item 164 A in computer 50b; Attanasio, Fig. 7, item 250- 
K-B). 

10. As to claim 92, Crawford-Attanasio discloses wherein said disk request 
processing section comprises: 

a remote processing disk request section for issuing a remote disk request to 
said another computer to access said shared disk connected to said another computer 
(Crawford, Fig. 5, 6E, remote disk access program; col. 18, line 1 - col. 20, line 65). 

1 1 . Claims 93-94, 98-99 have similar limitations as claims 88-89, 91-92; therefore, 
they are rejected under the same rationale. 

12. As to claim 96, Crawford-Attanasio discloses wherein said disk request 
processing section comprises: 

a memory (Crawford, Fig. 3, item 66; Attanasio, Fig. 1, item 200-1) for storing 
structural definition information which describes a structure of said computer system 
including connections between said computers and said shared disks (Crawford, Figs. 
16A-16C; Attanasio, Fig. 7, items 250-K-B; col. 4, lines 15-21)] and 

a disk request judging section forjudging whether a disk request requests access 
to a shared disk connected to said computer or requests access to a shared disk 
connected to another computer according to said structural definition information 
(Attanasio, Fig. 3; col. 3, line 59 - col. 4, line 8). 

1 3. Claims 95, 97 have similar limitations as claim 90; therefore, they are rejected 
under the same rationale. 
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14. As to claim 104, Crawford-Attanasio discloses wherein said disk request 
processing section comprises: 

a memory (Crawford, Fig. 3, item 66; Attanasio, Fig. 1, item 200-1) for storing 
structural definition information which describes a structure of said computer system 
including connections between said computers and said shared disks (Crawford, Figs. 
16A-16C; col. 39; Attanasio, Fig. 7, items 250-K-B; col. 4, lines 15-21; col. 6, lines 8-32)\ 

a request controller for receiving a processing request from the processor for a 
disk which one of said shared disks (The proxy logic is embodied as a software layer 
that enables processors to access I/O devices physically attached to the remote 
processors by defining virtual devices, intercepting I/O requests to those devices, and 
routing the requests (and data, for writes) to the appropriate server processor, to which 
the real device is physically attached, Attanasio, Fig. 7, item 250-K-A, proxy logic, item 
250-K-C; col. 2, lines 28-39; col. 4, lines 21-34; col. 6, lines 8-32); and 

a disk request judging section forjudging whether a disk request requests access 
to a shared disk connected to said computer or requests access to a shared disk 
connected to another computer according to said structural definition information 
(Attanasio, Fig. 3; col. 3, line 59 - col. 4, line 20; col. 4, lines 21-34; col. 6, lines 8-32). 

15. Claim 100 is corresponding computer program claim of claim 88; therefore, it is 
rejected under the same rationale as in claim 88. 

1 6. Claims 1 01 -1 03 are substantially the same as claims 89, 91 -92 and are thus 
rejected for the reason similar to those in rejection claims 89, 91-92. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 



17. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102(e) 
that form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in a patent granted on an application for patent by another filed in the 
United States before the invention thereof by the applicant for patent, or on an international application 
by another who has fulfilled the requirements of paragraphs (1), (2), and (4) of section 371(c) of this 
title before the invention thereof by the applicant for patent. 

18. Claims 88-104 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by 
Attanasio et al. US patent no. 5,668,943. 

19. As to independent claims 88, 96, 100, and 104 (e.g., exemplary independent 
claim 88) Attanasio discloses in a computer system having a plurality of computers 
connected to each other and a plurality of shared disks, each of said plurality of shared 
disks being coupled to one of said plurality of computers, each of said plurality of 
computers comprising: 

a processor (Fig. 1, item 150-1 or 150-N) for issuing a disk request to said 
plurality of shared disks (Fig. 1, items 400-1-1-1 or 400-N-1-1) for requesting access to 
one of said shared disks (Attanasio, col. 3, line 64 - col. 4, line 21 )\ and 

a disk request processing section, separate from said processor (Attanasio, 
proxy logic stored in the memory on each of the nodes), for processing said disk 
request issued to said plurality of shared disks, wherein said disk request processing 
section processes said disk request to determine whether said disk request requests 
access to a shared disk connected to said computer or requests access to a shared 
disk connected to another computer and sends said disk request to the shared disk 
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connected to said computer if said disk request requests access to the shared disk 
connected to said computer, and sends said disk request to another computer to access 
a shared disk connected to said another computer if said request requests access to the 
shared disk connected to said another computer (Attanasio, Fig. 3; col. 2, lines 14-38; 
col. 3, line 57- col. 4, line 21; col. 4, lines 21-34). 

20. With regards to dependent claims 89-95, 97-99 and 101-1 03, the limitations of 
these claims are taught within the figures and disclosure of Attanasio. 

Response to Arguments 

21 . Applicant's arguments receive on 31 March 2004 and 05 January 2004 (paper # 
18, page 5,paragraph 2) have been fully considered but they are not deemed to be 
persuasive. 

22. In the remark, Applicant argued in substance that: 

Point (A), the prior art does not disclose "the disk processing section is separate 
from the processor" in claims 88, 96, 104. 

As to point (A), Attanasio discloses that the proxy logic (Attanasio, Fig. 1, item 
250-1 or 250-N; Fig. 7, item 250-K) stored in the memory (Attanasio, Fig. 1, item 
200-1 or 200-N) on each of the nodes (Attanasio, col. 6, line 8) is separate from 
the processor (Fig. 1 , item 150-1 or 150-N). 
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23. Further references of interest are cited on Form PTO-892, which is an 
attachment to this action. 

24. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Hai V. Nguyen whose telephone number is 703-306- 
0276. The examiner can normally be reached on 6:00-3:30 Mon-Fri. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Jack Harvey can be reached on 703-305-9705. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



Hai V. Nguyen 
Examiner 
Art Unit 2142 





